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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

2. Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 7-9 recite method steps, not within the technological arts. A process 
must (1 ) be tied to another statutory class (such as a particular apparatus) or (2) 
transform underlying subject matter (such as an article or materials) to a different state 
or thing. Neither of these requirements are met by the claims, therefore the claims does 
not qualify as a statutory process and do not positively recite the subject matter that is 
being transformed, by identifying the material that is being changed to a different state. 
In re Bilski Fed. Cir. 2008, 2007-1130. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 
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Claiml recites the limitation "the executed processings" in line 8. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

It is unclear in claim 1 line 22 what is meant by "an accounting amount 
determination unit for determining the calculated fees as an accounting amount". 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "the executed processings" in line 4. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

It is unclear in claim 3 line 12 what is meant by "an accounting amount 
determination unit for determining the calculated fees as an accounting amount". 

Claim 7 recites the limitation "the executed processings" in line 4. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

It is unclear in claim 7 line 1 1 what is meant by "an accounting amount 
determination unit for determining the calculated fees as an accounting amount". 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1, 3 and 7, as best understood, is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 



being anticipated by Savage et al. (US Patent 7,236,950). 
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Savage et al. discloses the claimed charging apparatus for charging for each 
predetermined processing which a process apparatus executes (such as charging for 
telephone, retail and Internet services provided by various apparatus, abstract. Such as 
supply chain vendors processing systems 186 and shown as 140 in figure 3), where the 
process apparatus generates process information indicating contents of executed 
processings (such as telephone usage, retail purchases, or internet services) and status 
information indicating the execution status of the processings (such as order status 
information, column 12, lines 42+), the charging apparatus comprising: 

An information reception unit for receiving the process information and the status 
information (such as the database 136 that receives product/service information, pricing 
information and order status from the vendor's systems, column 14 lines 37+); 

A fee calculation unit for calculating a fee for each executed processing on the 
basis of the received process information (for example Supply chain vendors provide 
rates for their fees that they calculate, based on user's contracts or agreements, column 
16 lines 15+); 

An accounting amount determination unit for determining the calculated fees as 
an accounting amount when the received process information indicates that the 
executed processings are completed normally (bill aggregator 124 validates charges, 
construed to be determining that the processings are completed "normally" and the 
calculated fee amount is used on the combined bill, otherwise a correction would be 
made, col. 11, lines 25+); and 
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A charging unit for executing a charging processing on the basis of the 
determined accounting amount (bill aggregator charges the customers for the 
processing based on the accounting amount, 142 and 164). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 2, 4, 6, 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Savage et al. (US Patent 7,236,950) in view of South China 
Morning Post ("Lawmakers 'Suffer from Amnesia' over Dollar Peg"). 

Savage et al. discloses the claimed system/apparatus but is silent regarding 
changing fees for accounting when processing is not completed normally. South China 
Morning Post teaches that it is known in the art of customer service to adjust fees with 
discounts for accounting then processing is not completed normally, such as a 
telephone call is dropped or the reception quality is poor, to provide users 
compensations for poor service. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to provide the system/apparatus of Savage 
et al. with the adjustments as taught by South China Morning Post, in order to provide 
customers compensation for improperly processed orders. 
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9. Claim 5 is are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Savage et al. (US Patent 7,236,950) in view of Levantovsky (US 2002/0163654). 

Savage et al. discloses the claimed system/apparatus but is silent regarding 
where the processing is for printing processing for printing bitmap data. Levantovsky 
teaches that it is known in the art of services to process for printing bitmap data to 
simulate increased printer resolutions (abstract). It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide the 
system/apparatus of Savage et al. with the printing processing of bitmap data as taught 
by Levantovsky, in order to provide customers the ability to print documents with a 
simulated resolution. 

Examiner also notes that functional recitation(s) used in apparatus claims (e.g. 
"where processing includes printing processing for printing the bitmap data" as recited in 
claim 5) are given little patentable weight because they fail to add any structural 
limitations and are thereby regarded as intended use language. A recitation of the 
intended use of the claimed invention must result in a structural difference between the 
claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the 
intended use, then it meets the claim. In re Casey, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967); In re 
Otto, 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). 
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Conclusion 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Elaine Gort whose telephone number is 571/272-6781 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on Wednesday and Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Gart can be reached on 571/272-3955. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Elaine Gort/ Elaine Gort 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3687 Primary Examiner 

Art Unit 3687 

2/1/2009 



